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Mr. Chsirman and Menbers of the Coampittee:s

I am very happy to be here today to present the views of the
Department of Defense on Senzbte Resolubion 179, which expresses the
Senate's support of the Presidant?s offorts to halt the spread of muclear
Weapons.

The President's January message to the Eighteen Nation Disarmsment
Conference reflaects the commitment of the United States Government to
stop the spread of nuclear wespons: The Pregident szid in parts

“The avoidance of war snd particularly nuclesr war is the central,
common concern ¢f all mankind.

"My country is dedicated to this end. The effort to comtrol, and
reduce -~ and uwltimately eliminabte -- modern engines of nueclear destru-
ction is fundamerbal to our policy. We bave, with all msnkind, = common
interest in acting now to prevent miclesr spread, to halt the ouclear
arms race, and to reduce muclear stocks.”

\

The President dresw atbenbion to the resgolutions introduced in both
houses of Congress endorsing the Adminighbretion’s gr@gm to prevent the
spread of nuclear wespons. He said these resolubtions "sre an indication
of the imporbtance that the people of the United States sttribube to such
measures...” He said bhat he Fully sharsd these views.

When I appesrsed befurse the Comeibtbes on Foreign Relmbions in Augush
1963, supporting the Limited Test Ban Treaby, I stabed:

¥ooaThe possibility of the Parther Aiffusion of muclear weapons

- &

poses a severe threat to our nabionsl securiby.

"Proliferstion of nuclear weapons capsbiliby woulds

Lle Inecresase the liks ool of accidental debonztion of a
nuclear weapon;

2. Increass the risk of amall nuelesr wars which couwld
catalyze a big ons bebtwean the two grest powers;

3. Czuse Important and o (—M‘ﬁm_\;znzhg shifts in regional power
balancs,” - O
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I continue to hold this view. The Department of Defense strongly
supports the President’s efforts to limit the spread of muclear Wezpons.
I am, therefore, happy to endorse the Senste resolution.

At this time I will discuss the security implications of this issue
Tfor ourselves and other nuclear powers, for nations incapable of building
nmiclear weapons, and, finally, for those nations which can, but have not
built muclear weapons. I will then comment briefly on the President's
nonproliferation program.

Today there are five countries in the world which have exploded a
nuelezr device, Four are capable;, and one will in a few years be capable,
of independently deciding to atback another with nucleer weapons. It is
not in our interest or in the interest of any other nation to have that
number increase. The US national interest in nonproliferation is clear ==
any increase in the number of na‘bions,ﬁ,ind;epeﬁg‘ig&@ly controlling nuclear

Kl

weapons 1s sn increase in the threat to our secutity.

Some people argue that nuclear proliferation has slresdy occurred
and that therefore our policies are doomed to failurs. To be sure, after
World War IT we sought to remove nuclear energy from the military field
because we believed that even one nuclear power was too many. Today
Commnist China has tested two atomic devices and become the fifth nuclear
power, and she cannob be expected to sgres to our efforts to limit the
spread of muclear wespons in the immedisbe Fubure. However, this is no
reason for us to pursue nonprolifsration with sny diminished sense of
urgencey. It was in the US iobersst in 1564 o atbempt o bhold the auwber
of miclear powers to four and it is now in our inberest to attempt to
hold it to five, In the immediate fubure, the more nuclesy powers there
are, the more thers are likely 4o be. The more there are s the more
unsettling will be the too-rapid shifts in often-delicate power balances
end political relationshivs., 4nd the more there are s the greater will
be the risk of an sccident or miscaleulstion. I do not believe thab
circumstances will arise in which it is in our nationzl inberest to
incresse the number of nuclear powers, whatever that number may be.

All of the other nuclesr powsrs share this interest with us - any
increase in the number of nuclear powers is an incresss in the danger
of nuclear wars
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What are the inberests of those nations who do not have, and are
not likely %o get, nuclear weapons? They too share an interest in
stopping nuclear spread. These countries know that muclear spread can
only result in increased expenditures for srms at the expense of their
aspirations for improved sconomic and socizl conditions. The interests
of these nations lie in the growth of a peaceful and stagble world in
which emphasis can be placed upon development rather than destruction.

In between, there are two other groups of non-nuclear nations:
Those who are capsble of undertaking independently the development of
miclear weapons over the next five to ten years, and those who might
wish o build muclear weapens bub who would need oubside help to develop
them. These "threshold®™ nations - naticns who can build weapons and
have not done so - are the crucizl fachor in any program of nonprolifers-
tion. It is relatively easy for the United States to arrive at the
conclusion thet limiting the spread of nuclear weapons is in our best
interests, and the best interests of the world st large. Bub the decisions
on this matter will not be made only in Washington, Moscow, London, Paris

and Peking. They will be masde in the capibtals of these "threshold"
countries.

The decision on this question is a national decision resting upon
each individual nation’s estimsbte of its own interests. The decision
by a potential nuclear power to forego the development of = muclear
capability is a difficult one involving questions of international
brestige, nabicnsl sscurlty and domestic politics. The United States
cannot make this decision for snother country. We in conjunction with
other nations, can only influence the decision.

I believe that it is most imporbant that we have clear in our own
minds how we and other nations can work together to stop nuclear spread.
Our task iz to create internationsl restraints and an internstional
climate which would make it possible for these counbries to decide Por
themselves thet the acquisition of nuclesr weapons is nob in their nstional
interests.

This is not a simple bask.

It cammot be achieved by the United States alone. And it will not
be achieved in any single sgreement on nonproliferation, elthough such
an agreement would certainly make a valusble contribubion to our ohjective.
A treaty against nuclear proliferation imposes important legal, moral,
and political restraints upon the signatories. However, if a country is
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faced with a situstion in which it believes that possession of muclear
weapons is essential to preserve its vital interests, internatiocnal
treaties are but ocne fachtor on the secales of decision.

Sucecessful efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons therefore
depend upon the develomment of a comprehensive program designed both to
make it difficult for proliferation to take place and to create an
international atmosphere in which potentisl miclear states will realize
that acquisition of nuclear wespons will decrease their security, and
they therefore will choose not to develop them. Such a program must.
have three elements:

1. It must provide security and protection %o the legitimate
interests of non-nuclear states.

2. It must deny the utility of nuclesr weapons for any state with
aggressive purposes.

3. It mast not permit the acquisition of nuclear weapons or a
nuclear test to increase the prestige, political influence and power of
a nation sbove and beyond the influence which it is due because of its
political and economic position.

In other words a successful nonproliferation program must assure
non-mclear states that they can achieve their legitimsbe objectives

- withoub -scquining nuclear weapons. Such a progrem st put pobential -

aggressors on notice that possession of nuelear weapons will not make
their aggression either easier or less dangereous. It must make clear
to great nations such as Indis, Japan. epd Germeny that they need not
acquire nuclear wespons to.have the status of a major world power.

The evolution of such a program is a complex and difficult task.
It is clear that there is yet mach 4o be done. This Administretion’s

brogram is constantly being reviewed, expanded and improved to make
it more effsctive.

The first element in cur progrem is, of ccurse, the nonproliferation

_treaty which we have developed and tebled ab Genevam. This drafh treaty
{ is consistent with our contimuing efforts to btring cur NATO allies into

& closer relationship with us with respect to the muclear defense of the

eod, to.conbimue these efforts. Our intentions showld not
dersttod by our.allies.cr. By BhE Seviet Unfon.
NMM i L M;}s -

Therﬁ no conflict between our nonproliferation policy and our
discussions within the NATO Alliance concerning the role of our Buropean

- NATO partners in the strategic nuclear mission. We believe ocur mrbusl

gafety demands that the.sbrategic miclesr-forces; 1ike the thester
nuclear forces, misk be gomtrolled under a single chain of cammand.

i s ks AT
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’ The targets against which strabegic weapons would be used must, as
: a practical matter, be viewed az z single system. Because of the

; tremendous destructive potentisl of a strategic muclear exchange and the

great speed at vhich it could takes place, decisicns mist be made and
executed very quickly. Targebs must be allocated to strabegic weapons
in advance (of course, with options), talking into account both the
character of the targets and the character of our weapous.

Under these conditions, a partial uncoordinsted response could be

- fatal to the interests of all the members of NATO. That is why in all

our discussions of the various plans to enlerge the participation of
our NATO partners in the strategic nuclear offensive mission we have
consistently stressed the importance of ensuring thab the Alliance’s
strategic nuclear forces are employed in a fully coordinated manner

ARSI

against an indivisible target system. The essential point here is that
we must avoid the fragment -20d compartmentalization of NATO
strategic miclear power which could be dangerous to all of us.
P IR St i
In all of our discussions with our NATO partners, we have made it

clear that any new arrengement we enter inbo mst reinforce our basic
policy of ncnproliferabion of muclear weapons. In this connection, in
any NATO nuclear sharing arrangement . d States
mist b talned prior to the firing of any of the muclear s, if

L0Se Wespons.werajointly.. owned

plang o b e S
~%§k‘ggggﬁplledh v the civating nations ., Thus, these plans are
desigred O HEIE rUs¥ent proliferation, not o promobe ih. :

We will continue to seek ar accepteble alternative to the unilateral
develorment of nuclear weapons by othar NATO nabtions. As President
Johnson has mede clear, we are not gecking to force cur own views cn our

LNETO-paxkners. Rather, we™ars SSERIng €o find a Way of responding
effectively to the largest possible consensus among tham.

IT Soviet attacks on NATQ miclear srrangemenbs are an abbempb to
use the nonproliferation issue to divide and weaken NATO, it will fail -
we will not surrender legitimste NATO interests which ave wholly
consistent with &ir nonbroliPlration progrem. If, on the other hand,
the Soviet atiédcks are based updm-a-miSinderstanding of our policies,
then we are anxicus to mske every effort to explain both cur nonprolifera=
tion and cur NATO muclear sharing policies and o demonstrate beyond any
reasongble doubt that there is no conflich between them.

Discussion of the nonprolifersbion tresty has also focused upon &
second paxrt of a camprehensive program - it is the question of the
application of IAEA safeguards to peasceful mizlear programs of signatory
states. The US has supporbed wider application of TAEA safeguards. We
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believe that it is desirsble to press for the application of intermational
safeguards in the treaty. Such cbligations are an important factor in
the international climate we must attempt to develop.

WPPLEN Since the nonproliferation tresty is essentially an act of self-
r }\;\N\'“‘"\' ,W éden.:?.za;l. on the part of potential muclear sbates, we cannct expect pobential
\/‘f WA A i ¢ nuclear powers to aceept these restraints upon themselves unless we take
\V‘v“" ol steps in a third area: We too must ‘be Jilling to accepb both.restraints
A [ and-cbligations. The United Statés has taken & mumber of initiatives in
W this area. We have proposed a yerified camprehensive test ban, a verified
halt in the production of Fissionsbia ‘material for weapons purposes, the
transfer of large quantities of this material to pesceful uses and a
verified halt in the production of offensive snd defensive strategic
muclear delivery wehicles.

A fourth and finsl part of the comprehensive program is aws‘bz:gngthw

A ening of € d Nations and other internationsl security eiFargéiients.
Sy wly W Pending achievement of the internztional climate which these measures

o, we e are designed to create, the President has stated that "nations that do

L not seek the nuclear path can be sure that they will have our strong
support against threats of muclear blackmail.” Uhw ivid

As you know, we have been giving careful considerztion to the problem
of further assurances to the non-nuclear powers. We have discussed this
matter with other states, scla..clt;mg thﬂr views and preserrbmg the vie:ws
of this govermmenb. -

'“12_ I believe that we must conbinue to try to work out with other muclear
* powers appropriate arrangements to guarsnbes non-miclear states against
¢+ nuclear stback.

L Germem) As I heve Treviously stated, the problem of halting the spresd of
miclear weapons. .is. _‘:QI“ZJ.OI"ZI.'BJ task. It is not @ simple problem --
it camnot be resolved any SNy YS ENrdviment or any single sgreement --
it requires a broad program of cbligations by both mmclesr snd non-nuclear
powers to accept resbraints upon their actions.

In conclusion, Mr. Charimen, I would like to say that I have three
Tundsmental convictions: Firsk, it is in our national interest to pursue
4 the President’s policy of nonproliferstion with all the imagination and
é energy &b our disposal. The spread of nuelear weapons will only be
i stopped if we and other natmns, both moclear and non-miclear, recognize
k

e
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our longmtem cormon interests in creabing an internsti nel atmosphers

in which potential nuclear powers can GEsIde tHEE THeIP National interests
are better served by maintaining their stabuz as a non-muclesr power.
Second, every part of this comprehensive program has militery implications.
Each part of it muist be examined carsfully to ensure thab we keep our
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/ total security inberests in mind at each stage. And third, while we continue
i 50 pursue this comprehensive program aimed at the creation of a world in
1Ty © which the further proliferstion of nuclear weapons is unnecessary, we
: g i must not delude ocurselves that such a world exiskts here and now. We and
o OM L our allies must continue to maintain our strength snd security as the
B ~ s0lid foundation upon which our nonproliferation efforbs mmst rest.
B oW

Thank you.




